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§1 Prelude 

An earlier version of this essay was a broader critique of the poft-left (nihilist anarchism, 
apocalyptic quietism, insurrectionary anarchism, egoism) but because of how disjointed 
and generic that critique became, I have decided to focus in particular on Tiqqun and 
its successor, the Invisible Committee, as they are among the moll influential texts (if 
not the beft texts) in several of these tendencies, providing a basis for both movemen- 
tift and quietift arguments. After all, I had already criticised the anti-civilization and 
anarcho-primitivift tendencies, and Stirner (and thus the egoifts who have followed him) 
was already comprehensively criticised by Marx. Here I charge that Tiqqun uses poft-war 
French theory to avoid responsibility for their work, treat people as an undifferentiated 
mass (and refuse any attempt to develop a more nuanced understanding as “identity poli¬ 
tics”), and offer a praxis leading either to adventurism or quietism. This is nothing more 
than contemporary sophism. I have declined to critique Tiqqun s account of biopower and 
the Spectacle, for if I did I would merely be repeating Weheliye’s critique and Mbembe’s 
extension of Foucauldian and Agambenite theories of biopower, as well as Dauve’s critique 
of Situationism. 

But why criticise the poft-left as a whole? It is, after all, the equivalent of the fellow 
who yells “I am leaving this group!” in a Facebook group. But the Left right now is 
weak, as it has been since the 1980s and 1990s. Considering that much of the poft- 
left have the political projeft of assimilating the Left into their defeatism and embrace 
of disorganization (and thus of annihilating the Left)-and considering that they do this 
through opportunism (for instance, the primitivift hijacking of the Olympia Commune; 
the Commune was organized by municipalifts and sabotaged by primitivifts who later 
issued a lift of phoney demands in the name of the Commune)-they muft be recognized 
as a danger to a Left struggling to find its way out of the wilderness. The aim of this 
isn’t to “yell at the poft-left to change their minds” (as Leftist critics of the poft-left have 
been charged); by that logic, criticism itself is a doomed task, and no one should criticise 
anyone. 

§2 The Doctrine of Tiqqun 

For our criticism of Tiqqun to make sense, the theoretical apparatus of Tiqqun muft be 
understood. Tiqqun, despite their obfuscatory rhetoric, is obviously influenced by Fou¬ 
cault (through Agamben), the Situationifts (in a way that reminds one of Baudrillard, 
and indeed their understanding of Situationism is inflefted by Baudrillard), Jacques Ca- 
matte’s secessionism, and Italian operaismo (especially Hardt and Negri’s Empire, Multitude, 
and Commonwealth, despite their criticism of Negri and disparagement of “Negriism” and 
“Negrifts”). However, like so many of their antecedents, Tiqqun can be seen as a mere 
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imitation and repetition of the Symbolists, the Surrealists, and Bataille. To find a cult in 
America, one need merely (if one is a Frenchman) plagiarize Lautreamont. 

Tiqqun’s politics are based on opposition to a politics based on identity and a search 
for a politics of community without essence, arguing that politics is based on the conflidt 
between identity and non-identity (in Theory of Bloom: conflidt “runs through the middle 
of us, between what makes us a citizen, our predicates, and all the reSt”), as opposed to class 
conflidt or any other contradidtions, which they claim fail to grasp all social conflidt (in This 
Is Not a Program). It muSt be emphasized that, despite the similar-sounding terminology, 
this is not Adornos negative dialectics, where identity thinking means holding objects 
to be identical to concepts and non-identity thinking means recognizing the inevitable 
gulf between object and concept; instead it is between identity as in “identity politics”, 
i.e. a shared identity for a political group &c and politics without reference to a shared 
identity. Upon this base, Tiqqun asserts that discipline, biopower (from Foucault and 
Agamben) and the Spectacle (from the Situationidts and Baudrillard; the control by the 
Spectacle over language is their justification for writing in such a Style) are predominant in 
governance and the creation of subjects, which are inseperably tied to each other-and one 
muSt remember that for Foucault there is no outside to power and that a similar doctrine 
is held by the SituationiSts; thus, it is no surprise that Tiqqun s praxis is developed from 
Foucauldian ideas of resistance to power and SituationiSt detournement. Tiqqun’s view 
of the world-syStem is borrowed from Hardt and Negri’s Empire: a centreless empire 
resisted in Negri by a “multitude” (a multiplicity) and in Tiqqun by a similar “Imaginary 
Party” (they attempt to claim that this is not a multiplicity) which simply all those who are 
opposed to empire, the THEY (a reference to the Mefikirch bumpkins das Man, referring 
in Tiqqun to the conformist crowd), and visibility. This “Imaginary Party” organized 
loosely if at all by alliances; according to Tiqqun this vague, amorphous nature will make 
resistance unintelligible by discipline, biopower, and the Spectacle. It is not explicitly 
leftist; Tiqqun explicitly notes that it includes libertarians, fascist militias, et cetera so 
long as they oppose empire. This is also inspired the idea of the “whatever singularity” 
in Agamben’s The Coming Community. The figure Tiqqun celebrates is “Bloom”, named 
after Leopold Bloom from Joyces Ulysses, an anonymous, abStracft person lacking substance 
(the “masked Nothing”); resistance is identifying so closely with one’s role (like Sartre’s 
cafe waiter) that one is saturated by it, becoming inconspicuous and thus opaque and 
thus unpredictable. Thus, resiSters drop their role by becoming it, forming “zones of 
opacity” that secede from empire (echoing Camatte; the “Invisible Party” is also called the 
“party of exodus”; in Theory of Bloom, Tiqqun calls its successor organization, the Invisible 
Committee, “a metaphysical territory of secession”), creating communities of “whatever 
singularities”. This leads to a so-called “human strike” that, like Bartleby “would prefer 
not to” but does not rejedt. 

§3 Preliminary Materials For a Theory of the Hack-Theorist 

The misogyny of Preliminary Materials for a Theory of the Young-Girl (despite the trans¬ 
parent disavowals by Tiqqun, who, like every Left-misogynidt, insists that any accuser 
simply doesn’t get how deep it really is) has not passed without recognition, ridicule, and 
critique: see, for instance, (Power 2013) and (Weigel and Ahern 2013). Both articles note 
that despite Tiqqun’s intent to parody society’s misogyny, they merely reproduce it, read¬ 
ing like “a theoretically infledted revenge manual for male nerds” or “the nice guy from 
your grad-school program who tries to cover up his hurt feelings by concodting a general 
theory that explains why he never got a text after his one-night dtand”. Both critiques 
ask: if the book is truly about the “model citizen” or “consumerift subjedt” in general, 
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why “Young-Girl”, which is in the long tradition of “equation of the social with ‘youthi- 
tude’ and ‘feminitude’” that harks “back to stereotypes of women as fundamental bearers 
of sociability in the form of gossip”, portraying “the Young-Girl as vain, frivolous, and 
acquisitive”, as “idle talk substantiated, inauthentic life made Queen” and blaming her 
for her own-and everyone’s, as everyone is “Young-Girlified”-oppression and unhappi¬ 
ness (despite occasional sympathy)? Why, in the words of (Weigel and Ahern 2013), “is 
misogyny the only option? And why are so many thoughtful people ready to accept that 
a layer of irony suffices to turns hateful language into the basis of a sound critique?”. 
(Weigel and Ahern 2013) notes that this is because of not only the feminization of labor 
but the increasing demand of “immaterial labor” or “emotional labor”, traditionally allot¬ 
ted to women, from everyone-the “feminization of the world”-but again, Tiqqun blames 
women “for opening the floodgates by complying with her own exploitation, thus making 
it easier for control capitalism to make her attitude compulsory for everyone”: but this 
doesn’t absolve Tiqqun from its misogyny, from its anger at being denied “women who 
have not been utterly corrupted by capitalism” by learning “what it knew all along—there 
is no outside; all human relationships have become reified”: “Tiqqun’s language may be 
obscene, but its point is nothing new. The failure to see women as “anyone in particular,” 
or as subjects endowed with their own ends, has allowed men to fuck women over for 
centuries”. 

The second criticism then moves to a general point that is of prime importance, though 
generally excused by sympathetic and unsympathetic readers alike: the way in which 
Tiqquns (alongside many other poSt-Situs) Style enables it to veil its misogyny (as well 
as a hoSt of other problems, unaddressed in the original article) and thus avoid criticism: 

Tiqqun can insist, despite all the evidence to the contrary, that the Young- 
Girl is “obviously not a gendered concept” because it knows that we know 
that it knows this. Tiqqun uses works of Continental philosophy in the same 
way that schoolyard bullies use in-jokes: as passwords that grant access to a 
protected inner circle. Tiqqun assumes that readers will assume that writers 
so well versed in texts that have spoken truth to power could not really hate 
women. The prestige of the theoretical vocabulary that Tiqqun’s members 
have mastered bolsters their credibility. 

At the same time, Theory of the Young-Girl adopts a playful pose that prevents 
real Young-Girls, or any Grown Women who might find time to read books 
published by Semiotext(e), from calling them out. Because Tiqqun’s collage 
does not attribute sources, we can read any given passage in disavowing quo¬ 
tation marks, as a lightning bolt of original insight, or as both. Publishing 
anonymously is only a backup measure for evading responsibility. Lift out 
any one line to objeCt to it—“Wait a minute, how has all the concreteness of 
the world taken refuge in my ass?”—and you would be sure to look foolish, 
even if you did know whom to ask. 

Theory of the Young-Girl shares a rhetorical strategy with texts that have 
been far more widely diffused and discussed. Their quips about tampons and 
Young-Girls’ body parts, which they insist are “not gendered,” resemble the 
cringe-inducing song about seeing actresses’ “boobs” that Seth MacFarlane 
wrote for the Oscars and Daniel Tosh’s much-discussed off-the-cuff rape joke. 

In each case, a speaker insists that he is not saying what he says. If we ac¬ 
cept a standard definition of verbal irony as saying one thing while meaning 
another, the comedians and Tiqqun both appeal to their identities to control 
the contexts in which they are understood. Claiming that its maStery of the 
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misogynist philosophical tradition entitles it to do this, Tiqqun Steps into 
what looks a lot like an old-fashioned patriarchal role. 

Even when adopted by radical theory, this knowing poSture is conservative. 
Knowingness is the attitude that allows sexism to persist in progressive in¬ 
stitutions that you would expedt to know better, precisely because you would. 

[...] 

Tiqqun resembles the mainstream Man-Child to the extent that everything 
that it does is a delaying tadtic, a way of putting off the future. The rhetor¬ 
ical Strategy of Theory of the Young-Girl is to remain undecidable: Its self- 
ironizing speaker refuses to settle the question of whether the book is in fadt 
sexiSt or juSt impersonating someone sexiSt in order to make its point. [...] 

Both poStures spring from a fearful refusal to take a position, to make a choice 
among alternatives that feel compromised. The bourgeois Man-Child who 
refuses to “grow up,” refuses to mate, and refuses domestic labor resembles 
the radical who wants to bide his time until capitalism collapses from within. 

Perhaps the moSt extreme example of Man-Child politics is the Voluntary 
Human Extindtion Movement, which proposes that doing nothing might 
be the only way left to save the world. And yet, it is hard not to see these 
apocalyptic scenarios as cop-outs, typical of the compensatory fantasies of a 
disorganized left that, having given up on adtually existing politics, daydreams 
about natures taking over where it left off. 

This is what is meant here by the hack-theorUi : the use of “works of Continental philoso¬ 
phy in the same way that schoolyard bullies use in-jokes: as passwords that grant access to 
a protedted inner circle”, the adoption of “a playful pose that prevents real Young-Girls, or 
any Grown Woman [...] from calling them out” with the ability to disavow any Statement 
to evade responsibility, “appeal [ing] to their identities to control the contexts in which they 
are underStood”-the rhetorical Strategy of indecision. (Weigel and Ahern 2013) is right to 
connedt this to mainstream liberal satire as well as the “Schrodinger’s Jerk” phenomenon: 
a cover for bad thinking, and a way to bring catharsis as a safety-valve, much like more 
critical accounts of Bakhtins carnivalesque. Remember also that useful rhetorical trick 
to describe their enemies, the THEY, diredtly borrowed from that provincial Mefikirch 
country bumpkin/Nazi philosopher. It is a remarkably similar rhetorical Strategy to those 
used by the fascist agitator described in (Lowenthal and Guterman 1949) and (Adorno 
1982): one who relies on ambiguity to take the discontent of the masses, remove the ra¬ 
tional elements which could lead to a genuine challenge to the syStem, and magnify the 
irrational elements (see also the troll culture of online fascists). 

§4 Francophobia is a Healthy Trait: Against Tiqqun’s Chau¬ 
vinism 

A dismissal of anti-raciSt, anti-imperialiSt, feminist, gay and trans liberation, disability 
liberation &c politics under the cover of a critique of “identity politics” (a term so abused 
that it can no longer be used to uniquely designate the industry of liberal social justice, 
which muSt be critiqued and opposed; in addition, as explained before, it muSt not be 
confused with Adornos discussion of identity thinking, rational identity thinking, and non- 
identity thinking) has become de rigueur amongSt chauvinist “Leftists” in the current mo¬ 
ment; they were pre-empted in this by the innovative journal Tiqqun. Tiqqun’s dismissal 
is of the chauvinist sort (as opposed to the sort that merely critiques liberal social justice 
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and similar formations, such as workerism, where one’s identity is the unmediated basis 
for one’s politics) because it flattens all oppression under the heels of Empire, opposing 
not juSt incidentally all attempts to articulate differentiation, history, &c in oppression: 
for Tiqqun, “identity” (one’s class-position) is something one chooses or purchases and 
all are meaningless and interchangeable-to attempt to address them is to, according to 
Tiqqun, preclude oneself from breaking free from them. This is enabled by their the¬ 
ory of biopower, which ignores the importance of race (see, for instance, (Weheliye 2014) 
and (Mbembe 2003)), and their theory of the Spectacle (see (Dauve 1979)), which al¬ 
lows Tiqqun to ignore political economy and production (and thus the importance of class 
conflict) because people watch television. 

One other element that enables Tiqqun to dismiss imperialism (among other differ¬ 
ences explored earlier) is its analysis of the world-order, which is derived from Hardt and 
Negri’s Empire', I have decided to explicate the way in which this theory allows the flatten¬ 
ing of differences into a featureless mass as an example. From Empire, Tiqqun derives the 
idea of the demise of the nation-State and rise of a centre-less empire which has expanded 
its attempts to control individuals through identity because hierarchies and identities have 
become less rigid and more fluid. The theory of empire is in many ways a retrogression to 
Kautsky’s theory of “superimperialism”, criticised by Lenin in (Lenin 1917); Negri attempts 
to avoid the political implications of this by claiming that Lenin agreed with Kautsky’s 
thesis but disagreed with its political implications, a Statement which is simply false. But 
the dispute between Lenin and Kautsky occurred over a century ago; let us discuss Hardt 
and Negri’s theory in the present day. In the contemporary moment, this theory of em¬ 
pire has been criticised in (Amin 2005) and (Amin 2014). Amin notes in the former that 
Hardt and Negri ignore the economic meaning of the term “imperialism”, reducing it 
solely to colonialism (itself defined solely as the period of high imperialism, and thus not 
including the settler-colonies of Canada, the USA, South Africa, et cetera ) and making 
vague analogies to “Empires” of ages paSt: “Roman, Ottoman, British or French colonial, 
AuStro-Hungarian, Russian and Soviet”; thus, they fail to establish that imperialism no 
longer exists. Against Hardt and Negri, who Amin charges with subscribing to “the naive 
vision of globalization”, Amin argues that “[the] dominant segments of capital indeed op¬ 
erate in the transnational space of world capitalism, but control of these segments remains 
in the hands of financial groups Still strongly “national””, the nation-State Still is a relevant 
fadtor (something recently noticed even by liberals due to the resurgence of nationalism in 
the second half of the 2010s), and a core/periphery relation remains, despite the existence 
of poverty in the FirSt World and wealth in the Third; the fadt that there are wealthy and 
poor everywhere doesn’t mean that the class Strudture (and social Strudture more broadly) 
of each country, region et cetera are identical to each other, nor does it annihilate the 
diStindtion between countries who do what they can and countries who suffer what they 
muSt. Indeed, Amin contents that since 1980, imperialism has strengthened itself after a 
wane in the postwar period (the era of the collapse of high imperialism, wars of national 
liberation, and the political charge of “development”, replaced now by “adjustment”). In 
the second essay (which addresses Multitude and Commonwealth), Amin diredtly attacks 
two propositions which he summarizes as this: “ (1) The globalization of the syStem has 
reached a Stage such that any attempt to implement any sort of national policy is des¬ 
tined to fail; as a result, the concepts of nation and national interest are outmoded. (2) 
This reality affedts all States (despite their Still formal existence, of course), including the 
dominant—sometimes hegemonic—powers, and that, consequently, there is no more im¬ 
perialism, but only an “empire” whose center is nowhere. The centers of economic and 
political decision-making are dispersed throughout the planet and dispense with State 
policies.” Once again, Amin responds that a core and a periphery continue to exist (the 
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“multitude” is not a Friedmanian flat earth), that proletarianization in peripheral societies 
had forms “specific to each region according to the functions that were assigned to them, 
and hence different from the forms of proletarianization found in the dominant centers, 
yet nevertheless complementary to them” and thus did not reproduce core proletarianiza¬ 
tion but rather molded to fit it; Amin cites as an example the expansion of informal labor 
in the periphery, which is not a relic as it may appear but in faCt is produced by capitalism, 
and is integrated into, not excluded from, production. He shows that current policy is not 
a result of the eclipse of the date but its power: 

There would be no globalized neoliberalism without an aCtive date, whether 
that be to take on the functions of the hegemonic power (the United States 
and its subaltern allies) or in the form of comprador dates that secure the 
submission of the peripheral societies to the requirements of the imperialid 
domination by the centers. In counterpoint, no advance of peripheral soci¬ 
eties can be imagined without the implementation of sovereign projects (im¬ 
plemented by national dates) that simultaneously combine the condrudtion 
of a modern and integrated indudrial sydem, the recondrudtion of agricul¬ 
ture and the rural world to achieve food sovereignty, the consolidation of 
social progress, and an openness to the invention of an authentic, progres¬ 
sive, and continual democratization. I dress that any project for national 
sovereignty mud include the working classes and not accept their exclusion. 

The affirmation of the nation and the condruCtion of a global sydem as 
multipolar as possible are not outmoded. To believe that makes it quite sim¬ 
ply impossible to condruCt effective dep-by-dep drategies, which is exactly 
what Washington wants! 

§5 We Are Nowhere: Movementism, Ressentiment , and 
Bartlebyism 

Movementism, the dominant form of anti-capitalid, non-reformid aCtion in the imperi¬ 
alid centres in the early 21 d century (c.f. Seattle 1999, Quebec City 2001, Genoa 2001, 
Toronto 2010, New York 2011, Hamburg 2017), was described in (Moufawad-Paul 2014) 
as arguing “either explicitly or implicitly that we mud tail every unfocused mass proted 
that erupts in response to global capitalism [...and] that these proteds will, through some 
inexplicable mechanism of combination, produce a revolutionary critical mass, at some 
point on the didant horizon, that will finally resolve the communid hypothesis”. It is 
a dogma which charges all dissenters with the dogmatism and sectarianism it sought to 
evade at its birth. Movementism fails to universalize, fails to underdand necessity, fails 
to invedigate hidory beyond a sense of original sin (and thus rejects ongoing people’s 
wars in the periphery, except those which refuse to take power: “You will never lose if 
you never dare to win”), fails to explain how uncoordinated revolt can defeat a disciplined, 
organized army (not even with a peoples war drategy), and (even if taking on a vague 
anti-intelleCtual poduring-indeed, especially if doing so, for this celebrates class indead 
of calling for its abolition) speaks modly to middle-class intellectuals by refusing texts 
whose writing engaged with revolutionary druggie. Each movementid text claims to be 
an original artidic achievement, yet they all repeat the same French cliches of spontane¬ 
ity, jouissance, eclecticism, biopower-and generally without acknowledging the hidory of 
their drategy. Tiqqun is quite popular in the movementid crowd as well as in the crowd 
of so-called “ab-movementids” (Bartlebyids) which shall be explained later. Movemen¬ 
tism is described as emerging in the 1980s and 1990s, finding its peak at the turn of the 
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millennium, and decaying yet persisting ever since. Movementism was made possible by 
the collapse of the Soviet Union and Eastern Bloc more generally, capitalist restoration 
in China, the accompanying “degeneration of abandoned and small socialist satellite States 
such as Cuba”, and the ensuing crisis on the Western European left (the North American 
left had already been successfully suppressed in the 1970s); the movementiSt left had to 
rejedt capitalist triumphalism, but also rejedt ed communism (except as a nebulous Platonic 
ideal, which became an option after the millennium and the detoxification of the term), 
looking to Situationism, anarchism, and poSt-war French theory for guidance. I will not 
spend more time explaining the argument of (Moufawad-Paul 2.014), for then I would 
simply be recapitulating it. 

Movementism leads to Bartlebyism and miserablism, as sure as 'Apt(TTi 7 t 7 tog was fol¬ 
lowed by 'H ynGtOLg. Bartlebyism is the firSt attempt to refledt on the constant and inevitable 
failure of movementism; it understands that movementism is doomed but continues to re¬ 
main trapped by the intelledtual and political limits of movementism, refusing to abandon 
the “end of history” narrative, as noted in (Moufawad-Paul 2017b) and (Moufawad-Paul 
2017a) (where it is called “ab-movementism”). While Bartlebyism is exemplified by Mon¬ 
sieur Duponts NihiliSi Communism, it has also been derived from the works of Tiqqun. 
From (Moufawad-Paul 2017a): 

What we do find as common, however, is the movementiSt appeal to a vague 
communist horizon, a pushing of the revolution into a future instance that 
will never arrive, but if this is teleological it is only teleological insofar as 
the movementiSt milieux failed to think through the communist necessity. 
Perhaps it is a kind of dogmatic optimism, though a distorted one, and this is 
why Dupont’s [author of Nihilist Communism ] theory is an inverted form of 
movementism, its bad conscience. For if movementism is a return to utopian 
socialism, then Dupont’s nihilism is a dyStopian socialism—equally idealist, 
but Still marked by the limits imposed by capitalism. A bland utopianism that 
is incapable of transgressing the limits imposed by capitalism amounts to the 
same thing as a gritty dyStopianism that forbids any thinking beyond these 
limits. In both instances the limits remain sacrosandt. Even Still, it is difficult 
to find adtiviSts committed to a movementiSt politics adtually believing that 
the defeat of capitalism was inevitable. 

Bartlebyism (a term I cannot claim credit for, as it was coined by (Research and Destroy 
2017), though they use the term to reference both movementism and “ab-movementism”; 
I reserve it for the latter) is named after the excellent short Story by Herman Melville 
“Bartleby, the Scrivener”; the titular charadter suddenly begins to abscond from all adtiv- 
ity, merely responding to all requests with “I would prefer not to”. Tiqqun makes this 
their praxis, indeed referencing the famous refusal explicitly. Of course, in the original 
short Story, Bartleby doesn’t end class society but merely dies in jail. Bartlebyism, as 
(Research and Destroy 2017) asserts, “is truly weak, rather than secretly Strong”; a better 
model, they suggest, would be Babo from “Benito Cereno”. BartlebyiSt tradts ( NihiliSt 
Communism, Desert ) rely on creating for opponents caricatured optimists, and pretend to 
sell disillusionment, but: 

true disillusionment, the removal of all illusions, would not mean supplanting 
one false certainty with another, supplanting the certainty of triumph with 
the certainty of failure. This is an avoidance rather than acceptance of the 
uncertain. What the authors offer, then, is not disillusionment, but therapy. 

And it is a therapy likely to fail, inasmuch as the authors want to remain 
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actively opposed to the world as it exists, a stance that will cause pain as long 
as the world remains a world of pain 

Bartlebyism is characterized by reified thought; it is exadtly the same docftrine as that 
expounded by Margaret Thatcher (Tina, or “There Is No Alternative”): a “TiNAism with 
tears”. Its refusal of a meaningful route to collective aCtion makes it impossible to actually 
change, or abolish if they prefer, society. The Bartlebyism of the poSt-left is a mirror 
to Allan Blooms conservative call for the university to withdraw from society. In other 
words, it is ressentiment, as concluded by (Moufawad-Paul 2015b): 

But let us think beyond Nietzsche’s view of things and translate God to Cap¬ 
italism. Transform the signifiers, here, and ressentiment means something 
different. Capitalism is dead but we refuse to recognize it is dead; it persists 
as a rotting corpse. Dead because, with this crisis, we know it lacks any right 
to dictate meaning. A rotting corpse that persists as a shadow for years be¬ 
cause it Still, like Nietzsche’s God, lays claim to the limits of reality. And thus 
all of this modern “nihilist” anti-capitalism radicalism can be understood as 
ressentiment within these limits: a recognition of the death of the mean¬ 
ing of the dominant signifier of capitalism but a simultaneous embrace of its 
limits, a refusal to recognize that value can be found outside of the limits it 
imposes. A powerlessness of present time, but an empty time because there 
is no spiral of transformation, only a circular repetition where the limits of 
meaningless capitalism are reinscribed. 

This kind of thinking is not new, nor is the attempt to claim it is the neweSt 
and moSt radical option. The “drop out” mentality that characterized the 
poSt New Left movement that did not go the direction of the anti-revisioniSt 
New Communist Movement is definitely a precursor, particularly because it 
did try to characterize itself as radical as well. We can find similar “hippy” 
tropes in today’s adtiviSt ressentiment, such as an over obsession with free love 
and “jouissance”... which are juSt symptoms, when you really think about it, 
of an inward turned self-obssession, a refusal to think the future, and thus 
ressentiment. [...] 

Nihilism, for Nietzsche, was an understandable response to a godless world 
but, as ressentiment accomplished, was a non-position because it accepted 
that there could only be the meaning prescribed by the decaying religious sys¬ 
tem of values. With that syStem of values rendered meaningless, the nihilist 
assumes that everything is meaningless. If we think of this outside of Niet¬ 
zsche’s idealist categories we find the same thing emerging in this period of 
capitalist crisis, in this minoritarian trends of petty bourgeois semi-academic 
theory: a belief that to think beyond the limits of the meaning imposed by 
capitalism is impossible, and thus a radical acceptance of “the end of history” 
narrative—precisely what capitalist common sense wants people to accept in 
the firSt place. That you cannot do anything, that there can be no mean¬ 
ing beyond the reality prescribed by capitalism, and that to think of a future 
outside of this box is utopian. 

Movementism, adventurism, Bartlebyism: three praxes that fundamentally fail to chal¬ 
lenge Kapital the blind idiot god (and indeed are subservient to capitalist ideology) but 
can certainly hamstring the Left. They muSt all be rejected, and so muSt Tiqqun. 
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